Introduction
Interest in the broad impact of research (Bornmann, 2012 (Bornmann, , 2013 has resulted in new forms of impact measurements. Traditional forms of impact measurements using bibliometrics only allow the measurement of impact on research itself. These new forms which have been named as altmetrics (abbreviation of alternative metrics) pretend to measure the impact of research on other areas of society (than research) by counting the mentions of papers in social media: "Alternative metrics, sometimes shortened to just altmetrics, is an umbrella term covering new ways of approaching, measuring and providing evidence for impact" (Adie, 2014, p. 349) . As altmetrics, the number of readers (on Mendeley), mirco-bloggers (on Twitter), and other consumers of research using social media are counted. Although scientometrics research on altmetrics is still in a very early phase (comparable to research on bibliometrics in the 1970s), the use of these data in research evaluation is already an issue. For example, altmetrics is considered in the Snowball Metrics project (Colledge, 2014) . This project compiled a set of clearly defined indicators which will be used by participating universities (mostly Anglo-American universities) for research evaluation purposes. It seems that altmetrics will be used in practice before scientometrics research has produced standards on their reliable, fair and valid application (Weller, 2015) .
This study uses one of the most important sources for altmetrics data, namely Mendeley. Mendeley "claims 3.1 million members. It was originally launched as software for managing and storing documents, but it encourages private and public social networking" (Van Noorden, 2014, p. 126) . Since data from Mendeley can be received by an Application Programming Interface (API) without any problems and the coverage of the scientific literature has been pointed out as high (Priem, 2014) , Mendeley is a very attractive data source for the reception of research. "Mendeley records the number of users that have listed it [i.e. an article], describing them as readers, whether or not they actually read it. Presumably, listing an article in Mendeley tends to reflect that an article has been read or will be read in the future, although there is no evidence that this assumption is true" (Thelwall & Maflahi, in press) .
In this study, we match Mendeley data with data from F1000Prime. F1000Prime is a database with biomedical papers and their reviews by peers. It is intended as a support tool for researchers to receive hints for the most important literature. Since it is not clear who actually reads the F1000Prime recommended papers, we investigated the disciplines of researchers (and other people) who have read these papers. We are mainly interested in two questions: are F1000Prime papers only read by people from biomedicine or are people from other disciplines also interested? Which disciplines read F1000Prime papers frequently or seldom together? The latter question will be answered by using social network techniques.
Methods

Peer ratings provided by F1000Prime
F1000Prime is a post-publication peer review system of papers from medical and biological journals. This service is part of the Science Navigation Group, which publishes and develops information services for the professional biomedical community and the consumer market. Papers for F1000Prime are selected by a peernominated global "Faculty" of leading scientists and clinicians. The Faculty members rate the papers and explain their importance. This means that only a selected set of papers from the biomedical area covered is reviewed, and most of the papers are actually not (Kreiman & Maunsell, 2011; Wouters & Costas, 2012) .
The Faculty nowadays numbers more than 5,000 members worldwide, assisted by further associates, which are organised into more than 40 subjects. Members can choose and evaluate any paper of interest; however, "the great majority pick papers published within the past month, including advance online papers, meaning that users can be made aware of important papers rapidly" (Wets et al., 2003, p. 254) . Although many papers published in popular and high-profile journals (e.g. Nature, New England Journal of Medicine, Science) are evaluated, 85% of the papers selected come from specialised or less well-known journals (Wouters & Costas, 2012) . The F1000Prime database is regarded as a useful aid for researchers (and other people working research-oriented) to obtain indications of the most relevant papers in the biomedical area: "The aim of Faculty of 1000 is not to provide an evaluation for all papers, as this would simply exacerbate the 'noise', but to take advantage of electronic developments to create the optimal human filter for effectively reducing the noise" (Wets et al., 2003, p. 253) .
Use of the Mendeley API
Within the first half of 2014 the reference manager Mendeley provided a new version of its API. Some restrictions of the previous API were lifted. For example, the usage statistics were previously provided in relative terms and only for the top three entries (Haustein & Larivière, 2014) . The new API provides results in absolute numbers and not only for the top three but for all entries. Mendeley provides access to the readership status (e. g. professor, postdoc, or student) and the distribution of the Mendeley readership across scientific disciplines as well as countries via the API. Those sets of data can be correlated with other information available about papers (e. g. citations or Twitter counts).
Before one can start to use the Mendeley API, one has to register as a Mendeley user. Afterwards, registration of the desired application is necessary (http://dev.mendeley.com). Authentication with the API is done via OAuth 2.0. The credentials are set during registration of the application.
We used R (http://www.r-project.org/) to interface to the Mendeley API. It seems to us that using other interfaces does not change the functionality or responsiveness, but we did not try to use other interfaces. Mendeley provides sample codes for Javascript, Python, R, and Ruby (http://dev.mendeley.com/code/sample_code.html), whereby all requests to the API use HTTP GET and POST requests. Therefore, we suppose that any other scripting or programming language may be used. The reply is sent in Javascript Object Notation (JSON).
We requested user statistics for the F1000Prime publication set (n = 114,582 papers) using the PubMedID and DOI between the 4 th and 6 th of December 2014. We observed seemingly random connection problems. Sometimes those problems occurred after a few hundred or a few thousand requests. The largest chunk of requests we were able to get through the API without connection problems consisted of 47,629 papers. This large number of records is contrasted with smaller chunks of requests (between 1,049 and 9,307 records).
Mendeley provides a breakdown of the user count into subdisciplines. The possible values for disciplines and sub-disciplines can be obtained directly from the API via the GET /disciplines endpoint. Each discipline has a certain number of sub-disciplines. The sub-discipline "miscellaneous" occurs in every discipline. Each Mendeley user can select a discipline and a sub-discipline from a drop-down menu. This piece of information is not mandatory, like the user's location.
Network analysis
Pajek is used to create the F1000Prime readership network (http:// pajek.imfm.si/doku.php; de Nooy, Mrvar & Batagelj, 2011) applying the spring embedder of Kamada & Kawai (1989) . For detecting communities in the common readership of F1000Prime recommended papers, we used the VOS Clustering algorithm (Waltman, van Eck & Noyons, 2010) , which is available in Pajek. The aim of this algorithm is to provide further insights into the structure of the network (Milojević, 2014) .
Results
We found 6,263,913 Mendeley readers for the F1000Prime publication set. 99.9% (n=6,257,603) of them share their discipline and subdiscipline. This is a much higher percentage than those who share their geographical location (Haunschild, Stefaner & Bornmann, in preparation) . For the F1000Prime publication set, the vast majority (74.94%) of Mendeley users is found in the "miscellaneous" subdiscipline of all disciplines. Therefore, we added up all the readers of all sub-disciplines for each discipline. The results of our study are presented in Table 1 . Nine disciplines have at least 1% of the readers of the F1000Prime publication set. The remaining 16 disciplines have less than 1%. As expected, most readers (81.78%) of the F1000Prime literature assign themselves to the biomedical (sub-) disciplines. All other disciplines comprise the remaining 15.19% of the F1000Prime readership at Mendeley. The third largest readership is found in the discipline psychology which is related to medicine. After chemistry, which is also related to biology, five other disciplines show readership values above 1% within the F1000Prime literature. Those disciplines seem rather unrelated to the field of biomedical research, especially environmental sciences (according to Figure 1 , see also the description below). 3.05% of the F1000Prime readers at Mendeley come from other disciplines (not shown in Table 1 ). The disciplines with most readers below the threshold of 1% are: social sciences (0.67%), mathematics (0.42%), electrical and electronic engineering (0.27%), education (0.22%), and materials sciences (0.21%).
We also analyzed connections between the disciplines. These are shown in Figure 1 . A paper which is read by Mendeley users of different disciplines (e.g. biology and physics) constitutes a connection between these disciplines. Therefore, a paper which is read by Mendeley users of the same discipline does not contribute to the network system, but a paper which is read by Mendeley users of many different disciplines contributes many connections to the network. The size of the vertices in Figure 1 reflects the numbers of readers for each discipline. The thicker and darker the edges between two disciplines, the more frequently they have read a F1000Prime paper jointly. The location of the discipline vertex also informs about the connectivity. The closer the vertex is located towards the center, the more connections to different disciplines are found. There are 25 disciplines and 300 links among those disciplines in the dataset. With a density of 1, the network is rather dense. The average node degree is 24. According to Figure 1 , the strongest connection shows up between biology (Bio) and medicine (Med). The disciplines computers and information science (CIS), engineering (Eng), and chemistry (Chem) have rather strong connections to biology (Bio) and medicine (Med). The discipline arts and literature (AnL) shows a low amount of readers (0.15%, close to sports and recreation with 0.16%) as well as a good connection to other disciplines in the network.
The community detection algorithm detected two communities in the network with biology, medicine, engineering, chemistry, and physics as one community (yellow vertices) and all other disciplines as the other (green vertices). 
Mendeley reader counts for F1000Prime papers
Discussion
The (sub-) discipline of Mendeley readers is self-assigned and not mandatory. Still, we found that a large share (99.9%) of F1000Prime paper readers at Mendeley share their (sub-) discipline. Most readers (74.94%) assign the "miscellaneous" sub-discipline of their discipline to themselves. As the F1000Prime publication set is a collection of high-quality biomedical papers, it is expected that we find most readers in the disciplines of biology and medicine. We find strong connections between engineering, chemistry, physics, biology, and medicine as well as their rather high reader percentages. The connections of arts and literature to biology and medicine are much weaker. The disciplines arts and literature, engineering, materials sciences, and computer and information science have connections to many other disciplines, as the central location in the network indicates.
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Major revisions:
The lack clarity and the motivation of the study should not solely be based on research questions the availability of datasets (Mendeley and F1000). It should be emphasized in how far this study is different from previous work, in particular , who analyzed very similar Mohammadi & Thelwall aspects on Mendeley and, in addition, compared the discipline of users to that of the citing papers. For the present study, it is not clear what the authors expect to find (how much biology readers are normal?) and what the data is able to show: Do papers recommended on F1000 have Mendeley users from more diverse disciplines than expected?
It would be much more interesting and valuable to observe the effect of being recommended on F1000 by comparing Mendeley readership counts and disciplines of users of the dataset used in this study with a control set of papers that were not recommended. This could be achieved by analyzing and comparing the data for the population of PubMed articles for a certain set of recent years: Does the F1000 recommendation provide visibility to papers that increases the number of readers on Mendeley as well as the diversity of the audience in terms of disciplines and academic status? PubMed/Medline could also provide a meaningful subject classification for papers to measure interdisciplinary knowledge flows from authors to readers.
The authors also need to clarify in how far the present study differs and distinguishes itself from their other publications on similar topics and the same datasets:
1) Who reads F1000Prime publications? 2) Who publishes, reads, and cites papers? An analysis of country information 3) Usefulness of altmetrics for measuring the broader impact of research: A case study using data F1000Research 2) Who publishes, reads, and cites papers? An analysis of country information 3) Usefulness of altmetrics for measuring the broader impact of research: A case study using data from PLOS and F1000Prime 4) Validity of altmetrics data for measuring societal impact: A study using data from Altmetric and F1000Prime 5) Overlay maps based on Mendeley data: The use of altmetrics for readership networks 6) Usefulness of altmetrics for measuring the broader impact of research: A case study using data from PLOS (altmetrics) and F1000Prime (paper tags) 7) The authors also mention Haunschild, Stefaner & Bornmann (in preparation) , which seems to focus on the geographic location of Mendeley users of the same dataset. Could this aspect not be integrated in the present study?
The and not acceptable in its current form. There have been reference list is particularly poor plenty of studies by Thelwall, Mohammadi, Costas, Zahedi, Kraker, Haustein and others that have evaluated Mendeley reader counts -these are completely ignored. The introduction should be additionally supported by core altmetrics publications by Priem (particularly his overview of altmetrics in which includes a definition of altmetrics), , regarding
Beyond Bibliometrics
Piwowar reference managers and , as well as the above mentioned authors Taraborelli
Haustein & Siebenlist for research on altmetrics. Peter Kraker's work on readership networks based on Mendeley users needs to be considered as well. The parallels between early bibliometrics research and current altmetrics lack references either to the particular bibliometrics studies or detailed discussions of this parallel, for example in Haustein, .
Bowman & Costas
In addition, some of the references cited in the text are also not listed in the reference list. This needs proper revision.
The
. What is the F1000 Prime publication dataset? How and when dataset is not clearly defined was it retrieved? Are those all recommendations ever made in the database? What publications do the 114,582 papers refer to (journals, publications years, document types, discipline, research field, etc.)? What is the metadata quality of these entries; in particular, how many of these have a correct DOI, PMID or both? In how far does the availability of identifiers as well as the characteristics of papers (publication year, journals) influence and bias the matching with and availability in Mendeley? Regarding the matching of results: how many unique documents do the 6,263,913 reader counts refer to? What is the percentage of documents that could not be found in Mendeley? Readers/users should be distinguished from reader counts -to avoid the implication that there are 6.2 million readers. Mendeley has around 3 million users (2.8 million as of February 2014;
), who create reader(ship) counts by adding documents to their Haustein & Larivière libraries.
The description of the is too brief: How were co-occurrences methods for the network analysis calculated? How were they normalized? Due to the density of 1 (i.e., all nodes are connected), the and not easy to interpret, often counterintuitive. The network layout is not very meaningful informativeness of the network could be improved by removing weak links to obtain a more meaningful network structure, where central (i.e., well-connected) nodes are positioned in the center of the network and less important ones in the periphery. Moreover, similar nodes as detected by the clustering algorithm (yellow and green in Figure 1 ) should be placed close together. In addition, it would make sense to include self-loops for papers saved by users of the same discipline to highlight homogeneous user groups. As the authors use the VOSviewer clustering method, why was not chosen for the mapping? In my opinion, it provides VOSviewer much more meaningful robust networks and better visualizations than Pajek. Other alternatives are much more meaningful robust networks and better visualizations than Pajek. Other alternatives are , , , etc.
Gephi GUESS UCInet
Regarding the interpretation of the network, the authors state that "[t]he thicker and darker the edges between two disciplines, the more frequently [the users] have read a F1000Prime paper jointly". Should it not rather be that "[t]he thicker and darker the edges between two disciplines, the more frequently papers were saved by users of these two particular disciplines"? The grouping into clusters seems to a certain extent counterintuitive: Why is environmental science grouped together with psychology instead of biology? Could this be introduced by (the lack of) normalization? These counterintuitive results need to be discussed!
The
. It is not clear what the discussion needs to be extended and a conclusion is missing study actually shows/proofs and in how far the few results (sum of readers per discipline) warrant a separate publication. The dataset of F1000 recommendations and Mendeley include many other pieces of interesting information such as the recommendation scores, F1000 tags (from F1000) and the geographic location and academic status of users (from Mendeley), which could be included to make the study much stronger and contribute to the understanding of readership counts and the effect of F1000 recommendations. In addition, subject classifications for the papers and locations of authors could be included to show if readers come from the same or different disciplines and countries as the paper and authors. I would also recommend the above mentioned extension of the study to include papers that were not recommended in F1000 to measure the effect of recommendations on readership counts. Combining these different aspects, one could investigate whether recommendations on F1000 lead to more diverse user groups on Mendeley in terms of discipline, country and academic status. For example, is a biology paper recommended and tagged as "good for teaching" on F1000 read by more Bachelor students from biology than a biology paper that was not recommended and tagged as such?
Minor revisions:
The first sentence "Interest in the broad impact of research (Bornmann, 2012 (Bornmann, , 2013 has resulted in new forms of impact measurements." simplifies the situation too much: there is also the technological push and publishers' interest who resulted in the availability of new metrics, plus these metrics have not been validated as measuring impact yet. Also, the references to support interest in broad impact measures should refer to sources that show these interests such as REF etc. instead of papers by Bornmann, which claim that these interests exist.
Regarding the use of altmetrics: apart from Snowball Metrics, they are also applied in the sense that various journals now show them to indicate the "impact" and use of articles (for example, PLOS journals, Nature, Wiley journals etc.). Funders have also declared interest in using these metrics (for example, see ). Dinsmore, Allen & Dolby "Since data from Mendeley can be received by an Application Programming Interface (API) without any problems" -this is not completely true, there are a lot of issues with data quality and reliability for Mendeley, see for example:
and . These limitations need Bar-Ilan Zahedi, Haustein & Bowman to be acknowledged in particular because the study is based on matching DOIs and PMIDs -Mendeley entries without these or incorrect IDs will be lost. What is the error rate introduced by using these identifiers only?
In the methods, authors should specify what was done when problems with the API connection
In the methods, authors should specify what was done when problems with the API connection occurred. How was it insured that data was not lost due to these problems?
It would be helpful to add the number of unique papers and mean (+ std. dev.) number of reader counts per paper per discipline to Table 1 and include also the other disciplines with less than 1% of reader counts.
I have read this submission. I believe that I have an appropriate level of expertise to state that I do not consider it to be of an acceptable scientific standard, for reasons outlined above.
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"The research questions lack clarity and the motivation of the study should not solely be based on the availability of datasets (Mendeley and F1000). It should be emphasized in how far this study is different from previous work, in particular Mohammadi & Thelwall, who analyzed very similar aspects on Mendeley and, in addition, compared the discipline of users to that of the citing papers. For the present study, it is not clear what the authors expect to find (how much biology readers are normal?) and what the data is able to show: Do papers recommended on F1000 have Mendeley users from more diverse disciplines than expected?"
The motivation of the study is not solely based on availability of the datasets. The research questions do reflect this.
We have added the reference (Mohammadi & Thelwall). Clearly, Mohammadi & Thelwall focus on a specific publication year and different disciplines than our study. Technical differences are highlighted in the Section Methods, Subsection Use of the Mendeley API. Mohammadi & Thelwall used the old API where only the top 3 categories in percentages. Our study used the new API where absolute reader numbers are provided and the top 3 restriction is no longer in place. All sub-disciplines with at least one reader are available in the API.
We do not know how many readers from biology are normal for the F1000Prime publication set. This is one of the reasons why we pursued this research. As we have no real expectation value for F1000Prime readers from biology, it is not possible to judge if the observed reader counts are as expected, higher, or lower.
"It would be much more interesting and valuable to observe the effect of being recommended on F1000 by comparing Mendeley readership counts and disciplines of users of the dataset used in this study with a control set of papers that were not recommended. This could be achieved by analyzing and comparing the data for the population of PubMed articles for a certain set of recent years: Does the F1000 recommendation provide visibility to papers that increases the number of readers on Mendeley as well as the diversity of the audience in terms of disciplines and academic status? PubMed/Medline could also provide a meaningful subject classification for papers to measure interdisciplinary knowledge flows from authors to readers."
While this is an interesting question, it is outside the scope of our current research question. Also, it is not easy (maybe even impossible) to answer it. Even if a paper was recommended into F1000Prime and has a very high Mendeley count, we do not know if this is due to the F1000Prime F1000Prime and has a very high Mendeley count, we do not know if this is due to the F1000Prime recommendation or not. Maybe, the paper is well written and interesting, attracted many Mendeley reader counts and was recommended into F1000Prime.
"The authors also need to clarify in how far the present study differs and distinguishes itself from their other publications on similar topics and the same datasets:
1) Who reads F1000Prime publications?"
The paper 1 is actually the preprint version of the current paper. We uploaded the manuscript to Figshare after submitting it to . F1000Research
"2) Who publishes, reads, and cites papers? An analysis of country information"
The paper 2 is concerned about the academic status information of Mendeley readers of F1000Prime papers. Furthermore, the type of analysis is completely different.
"3) Usefulness of altmetrics for measuring the broader impact of research: A case study using data from PLOS and F1000Prime"
This is an old version of Paper 6.
"4) Validity of altmetrics data for measuring societal impact: A study using data from Altmetric and F1000Prime"
The paper 4 focusses on Twitter counts provided by Altmetric.
"5) Overlay maps based on Mendeley data: The use of altmetrics for readership networks"
The paper 5 uses a different data set (WoS publication year 2012) than our current paper. It focusses on the generation of overlay maps and is already in press in a different journal.
"6) Usefulness of altmetrics for measuring the broader impact of research: A case study using data from PLOS (altmetrics) and F1000Prime (paper tags)"
The paper 6 studied the intersection of altmetrics data from PLoS and F1000Prime publications. This intersection is rather small with 1082 papers. Our current paper studies Mendeley reader counts of 114,582 papers as noted in the Section Methods.
"7) The authors also mention Haunschild, Stefaner & Bornmann (in preparation) , which seems to focus on the geographic location of Mendeley users of the same dataset. Could this aspect not be integrated in the present study?" This paper is already in press and will be presented at the ISSI 2015 conference. Thus, it cannot be integrated into the present study. Furthermore, the topics of both papers are too different, so that it would not be possible to merge both into a concise article.
Although the topics of the papers 2-7 might be similar (all deal with altmetrics), the focus of each paper is very different. In many cases, also the data set is very different.
F1000Research
"The reference list is particularly poor and not acceptable in its current form. There have been plenty of studies by Thelwall, Mohammadi, Costas, Zahedi, Kraker, Haustein and The parallels between early bibliometrics research and current altmetrics lack references either to the particular bibliometrics studies or detailed discussions of this parallel, for example in Haustein, Bowman & Costas." Priem's overview of Altmetrics in the book "Beyond Bibliometrics" is already referenced in the text. Haustein, S., & Larivière, V. (2014) is also cited. We have extended the literature review in the new version of the manuscript somewhat. Considering that this was intended to be a shorter article, we think it is not appropriate to include an exhaustive literature review.
"In addition, some of the references cited in the text are also not listed in the reference list. This needs proper revision."
We thank the referee for this comment. Unfortunately, a large part of the list of references got lost, due to a problem with our software in the final stages between submission and publication. We have included the lost references in the revised version.
"The dataset is not clearly defined. What is the F1000 Prime publication dataset? How and when was it retrieved? Are those all recommendations ever made in the database? What publications do the 114,582 papers refer to (journals, publications years, document types, discipline, research field, etc.) ? What is the metadata quality of these entries; in particular, how many of these have a correct DOI, PMID or both? In how far does the availability of identifiers as well as the characteristics of papers (publication year, journals) influence and bias the matching with and availability in Mendeley? Regarding the matching of results: how many unique documents do the 6,263,913 reader counts refer to? What is the percentage of documents that could not be found in Mendeley? Readers/users should be distinguished from reader counts -to avoid the implication that there are 6.2 million readers. Mendeley has around 3 million users (2.8 million as of February 2014; Haustein & Larivière), who create reader(ship) counts by adding documents to their libraries."
The employed F1000Prime publication set consists of 114,582 journal articles in journals such as Nature, PNAS, Science, Cell, PLoS ONE, etc. Additionally, there is at least one recommendation for each paper. We have added this information in the revised version of the manuscript. We checked the DOIs and PubMedIDs. There are only two wrong (duplicated) DOIs in the publication set. We found not a single PubMedID which is wrong. Considering that this was intended to be a shorter article, we have included a brief note regarding this in the new version of the paper.
The data set is deposited at the Figshare link in the paper. A new Figshare link has been included which also includes a network file which can be loaded in Pajek to see detailed properties of the network.
We have added descriptions of regarding the data set, problems of retrieval of reader data, and the relation between reader counts and unique documents.
"The description of the methods for the network analysis is too brief: How were co-occurrences calculated? How were they normalized? Due to the density of 1 (i.e., all nodes are connected) , the network layout is not very meaningful and not easy to interpret, often counterintuitive. The informativeness of the network could be improved by removing weak links to obtain a more meaningful network structure, where central (i.e., well-connected) nodes are positioned in the center of the network and less important ones in the periphery. Moreover, similar nodes as detected by the clustering algorithm (yellow and green in Figure 1 ) should be placed close together. In addition, it would make sense to include self-loops for papers saved by users of the same discipline to highlight homogeneous user groups. As the authors use the VOSviewer clustering method, why was VOSviewer not chosen for the mapping? In my opinion, it provides much more meaningful robust networks and better visualizations than Pajek. Other alternatives are Gephi, GUESS, UCInet, etc."
Based on these suggestions, we have replaced Figure 1 with a new version and extended the methodological description of the network analysis. VOSViewer has not chosen as visualization program because the co-occurences are shown as shorter distances but not as thicker connection lines. We prefer the thicker connection lines for this paper. Unfortunately, the self-loops could not be included due to system limits of Pajek.
"Regarding the interpretation of the network, the authors state that ' [t] he thicker and darker the edges between two disciplines, the more frequently [the users] have read a F1000Prime paper jointly'. Should it not rather be that '[t] he thicker and darker the edges between two disciplines, the more frequently papers were saved by users of these two particular disciplines'? The grouping into clusters seems to a certain extent counterintuitive: Why is environmental science grouped together with psychology instead of biology? Could this be introduced by (the lack of) normalization? These counterintuitive results need to be discussed!"
We have revised the formulation accordingly and included more discussion on the counterintuitive results. Different normalization procedures lead to different results. Thus, we prefer to show the visualization without normalization.
"The discussion needs to be extended and a conclusion is missing. It is not clear what the study actually shows/proofs and in how far the few results (sum of readers per discipline) warrant a separate publication. The dataset of F1000 recommendations and Mendeley include many other pieces of interesting information such as the recommendation scores, F1000 tags (from F1000) and the geographic location and academic status of users (from Mendeley), which could be included to make the study much stronger and contribute to the understanding of readership counts and the effect of F1000 recommendations. In addition, subject classifications for the papers and locations of authors could be included to show if readers come from the same or different disciplines and countries as the paper and authors. I would also recommend the above mentioned extension of the study to include papers that were not recommended in F1000 to measure the effect of recommendations on readership counts. Combining these different aspects, one could investigate whether recommendations on F1000 lead to more diverse user groups on Mendeley in terms of discipline, country and academic status. For example, is a biology paper recommended and tagged as "good for teaching" on F1000 read by more Bachelor students from biology than a biology paper that was not recommended and tagged as such?" biology paper that was not recommended and tagged as such?"
Unfortunately, the other information from Mendeley (geographic location and academic status) are completely decoupled from the sub-discipline information. Therefore, it is not possible to define a "Bachelor student from biology" using current Mendeley data. We could create similar figures for academic status and geographic location, but they are not that interesting in this case. As a bio-medical publication set is studied, the vast majority of readers are expected from medicine and biology. To some extend this expectation is fulfilled, but some interesting readership connections between other disciplines and biology and/or medicine are found. We have no such expectation to test regarding location or academic status.
"The first sentence 'Interest in the broad impact of research (Bornmann, 2012 (Bornmann, , 2013 has resulted in new forms of impact measurements.' simplifies the situation too much: there is also the technological push and publishers' interest who resulted in the availability of new metrics, plus these metrics have not been validated as measuring impact yet. Also, the references to support interest in broad impact measures should refer to sources that show these interests such as REF etc. instead of papers by Bornmann, which claim that these interests exist."
We revised this sentence.
"Regarding the use of altmetrics: apart from Snowball Metrics, they are also applied in the sense that various journals now show them to indicate the "impact" and use of articles (for example, PLOS journals, Nature, Wiley journals etc.) . Funders have also declared interest in using these metrics (for example, see Dinsmore, Allen & Dolby) ."
Thank you for the suggestion. We have included this into the introduction.
"'Since data from Mendeley can be received by an Application Programming Interface (API) without any problems' -this is not completely true, there are a lot of issues with data quality and reliability for Mendeley, see for example: Bar-Ilan and Zahedi, Haustein & Bowman. These limitations need to be acknowledged in particular because the study is based on matching DOIs and PMIDs -Mendeley entries without these or incorrect IDs will be lost. What is the error rate introduced by using these identifiers only?"
We have revised this sentence.
"In the methods, authors should specify what was done when problems with the API connection occurred. How was it insured that data was not lost due to these problems?"
We have added a more detailed description of the retrieval procedure.
"It would be helpful to add the number of unique papers and mean (+ std. dev.) number of reader counts per paper per discipline to Table 1 and include also the other disciplines with less than 1% of reader counts."
We added also the other disciplines below 1% of the readers. Including also the number of unique papers, the mean number of readers, and the standard deviations would make the table much harder to understand. All raw data are deposited at a Figshare link so that people interested in other types of analysis can perform them on their own.
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"The paper lacks in my view a solid justification of its research questions. The two research questions proposed in the paper ("are F1000Prime papers only read by people from biomedicine or are people from other disciplines also interested?", and "Which disciplines read F1000Prime papers frequently or seldom together?") are too general and basically the results reported suggest: "1. Yes, F1000 papers are mostly saved by biomedical Mendeley users" and "2. yes, there are reasonable connections between disciplines (e.g. Biology and Medicine) while some others are not easy to understand". After all, the reader is left with the questions "why is the analysis of the disciplines of the Mendeley users of F1000Prime recommended publications relevant? What have I learnt from this paper?". For example, do Mendeley users link F1000 papers thematically in a special manner? Or, does the use of Mendeley readerships have a different characteristic in the thematic analysis of disciplines that wouldn't be possible with other methods (e.g. bibliographic coupling)? Is the Mendeley users 'crowdsourced' disciplinary classification valid/useful for the classification of F1000Prime papers?"
The discussion section has been extended. However, we abstained from having a very long discussion section, since the paper was intended as a shorter article. We have revised the Methods section to clarify this point. The employed F1000Prime publication set consists of 114,582 unique papers. Each paper has at least one recommendation. The papers with multiple recommendations occur multiple times. Therefore, the F1000Prime publication set has 147,177 entries. Of course, we analyzed only the 114,582 unique papers.
"In the paper there is only a brief comment to the fact that Mendeley may not necessary measure actual "reads" (at the end of the introductory section). In fact there seems to be some confusion in what are "readers" and readerships (or simply the act of adding papers by Mendeley users). For example, in the results section it is stated that "we found 6,263,913 Mendeley readers". This is a bit misleading. These 6 millions are events of the act of adding documents in their Mendeley libraries by an undetermined number of different Mendeley users. I recommend to revise the consistency of the vocabulary in this regard. This clarification is important for example to understand how the matrix of Mendeley readerships is constructed (see minor comment below)."
We are aware of the fact that we measure reader counts (or bookmarks to papers) and not individual readers. We have revised the parts which might have given a different impression. Also, the results section acknowledges this fact in the revised version.
"The results presented are not very surprising. Basically around 86% of F1000Prime publications are saved by Biomedical users, which is what would be expected considering the nature of F1000Prime. So what is the added value of this analysis? Are F1000 recommended publications more interdisciplinary than other biomedical publications as captured by Mendeley users? The network (Figure 1) and 'community' analysis are also not very informative. What does it mean that Bio, Med, Eng, etc. belong to the same community? I don't see the reason why Psy is not in the same community as Med. The authors say that biology is related to chemistry while not to environmental sciences. I don't see the logic of this result. Why chemistry is more linked to biology that Environmental sciences? (which intuitively I would expect to be related to biology). What does that Environmental sciences? (which intuitively I would expect to be related to biology). What does it mean the "central location" of engineering, material sciences and computer and information science by having connections to many other disciplines? Does it mean that users from these areas are more multidisciplinary than other Mendeley users? I think a much stronger case needs to be made to explain the value of these analyses and results."
First, a study is also valuable if an expected result is concluded. Second, this study also discovers unexpected readership connections. We added more explanations about the network analysis in the revised version of the paper.
"The Kreiman & Maunsell reference is missing."
Unfortunately, many references got lost in a very late stage of the initial version of the manuscript. The Kreiman & Maunsell reference was cited in the text but did not appear in the reference list. We have recovered the lost references in the revised version.
"PubMedIDs and DOIs are used as the linking element. Although using PubMedIDs and DOIs is straightforward (and they have been used in other studies), problems with the metadata and ids recorded in Mendeley have been reported and need to be acknowledged ( http://www.asis.org/SIG/SIGMET/data/uploads/sigmet2014/zahedi.pdf)."
As this manuscript was intended as a short article we have included a brief note regarding this in the new version of the paper.
"It is stated that 'a paper which is read by Mendeley users of different disciplines ... constitutes a connection between these disciplines'. So, would this be a kind of "Mendeley readerships coupling"? For example Kraker et al. (2015) analyzed 'co-readership' networks and they briefly discussed the idea of bibliographic coupling and co-citation. In this paper a different approach as compared to Kraker and colleagues seems to be taken, i.e. here the focus seems to be more on readerships coupling. I think a discussion of the analytical approach would be necessary here."
We have included the reference and a corresponding discussion in the introduction of the revised version of the paper.
"When explaining the construction of the matrix for the network analysis, how are the links exactly determined? In other words, from a matrix point of view, if the disciplines are the columns and the rows, what is exactly counted in the cells? To clarify this point would be very helpful to the reader and also for other potential scholars interested in the methodology."
We have extended the description of the network analysis in the revised version of the paper.
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